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Date: My 6, 1998

Subject Btandard Building Code
Request for Formal Interprecation
704.3 - Tenant fire scparation

Fia 3860/93-266

To: Mark Chabd
SBCCI
900 Montclair Road
Bimmungham, AL 35213

Dear Mark,

1 appreciate the time you took soveral wocks ago when I called for assistance in requesting sn interprotstion
from SBCCI aon code requirarments for fenant fire separations as delineated In Section 704.3 of the 1997
Standard Building Code. Please comider this letter as 8 request for a Farmal Interpretation of Bection
704.3 aa it applias to colocstion of telecommumostions equipmant ia telecommmaunications facitities.

hmhmmemwmmmm,lhw
provided dcfinitions of & fw torma:

¢ Colocarion is defined a1 the action of a Competitive Local Bxchange Carrier (CLEC, or start-ap
telecomemunications scrvice providen as thoy are referred), locating their equipment in the building of
an Incumbent Looal Exchangs Camier (ILEC) such as BellSouch, GTE, Sauthwowcra Bell, oto.
Coloostion is an FCC wrified practice, and has hocome routine ard widespread acroms the cowntry in
all ILEC companics. Tho CLLBC icascs space and building services in the TLBC's buildiag, and installs
oither their own switch, or trensmimion equipmct that is conmected 10 the incumbent'’s switch and
cabling through seperste kcaso srrangoments. Goncrically, the CLEC's equipment is tho smwe as tho
ILEC's equuipnset. Virtually all incumbents require that the CLEC's equipment be NEBS compliant.

e NEBS (Network Equipment Building Sywterns) are publicly svailable generic requircments published
and maintained by Bellcare (AT&T has their owa version). NEBS sets forth mimmal requirements for
grounding, ESD, RFI, earthquaks, firo protection, and 8 host of other stringont requiraments 0 assaro
safk and dependable teiccoramanications servics. NEBS can be likened to 8 building code or standerd
for the telecommunications industry. Rogarding firc protectioa requirements, equipenent manafhchurars
sach a¢ Lucost or Norel submit equipmont (pither scparats line cards, fall shelves, or complow
cabinets) to Bellcore's testing facility ia Chestor NT for technical auditing. NEBS bas three levels of
compliancy, and the fire pratection requiremmenty are the scme for all thres levels.
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As interpreced by some local code officials, Section 704.3 of the Standard Code roquires mry cliem,
‘ BeliSouth, 10 arect 1-hour walls, not only between thelr equipment and the CLEC's equipment, but batwoen

cach of the CLECs' spaces. The cost of these partitions and the resulting costs of associsted olectrical and
HVAC skrratioas are very high in many cases, due 10 the amount of ovethoad cabling that must be
property firertopped. Those costs are passed on to the competitors who complain that they dom't bsve those
restrictions in the other ILEC's fhaititis. (BellSouth is exclusivaly under the Staadard Code, while all
other Regiom! Bells are predonunantly BOCA ar ICBO, neither of which has this requirement). In BOCA
and 1CBO jursdictions, companics install besvy gange wire partitions for socurity.

I understand that the provisions of 704.3 heve historically addrecsed separation iesucs s they are
intevpreeed, fix oxample, m malls, suip shopping, sorage Acititier, and several multi-fimily residersial
spphicstions.

1t is my objective opinicn that the roquirements of 704.3 wonld not apply to teleconwmmnications facilitics
whars congsetitive campanist insall their equipinedl in icumbant's adldings, for the fallowing reasons:

The usc and ocoupeancy are identical and there is 1o fire throst betwecn the equipment

The CLBC cquipmant s virtually identical to the ILEC equipmernt

The CLEC cquipoxcat, like the ILEC equipment, is NEBS complisst

In BellSouth’s case, CLEC parsonnel are escarted into and oat of their space by BelSouth parsonnel
and are act allowed to wandor through the bullding

Thore has bocw oo fire iasuk (a2 least in the Rogionsal Bell Operating Campanics) betwecn CLEC and
ILEC spacos

s «  Wire partitions provide foll visioa betweea spaces which provides & higher lovel of safety from o fire
The talecammunications industry enjoys an oxomplary fire safsty record due primarily to their aggressive
_and pro-active stance on very cerly waming firn dotection, salective compartmentation, sasiduous
firestopping practicos, sad remarkably safd equipment that is NEBS compliant. )

Mark, ] would appreciale your sharing this roquest with the staff aad providing me with s full
imterpretation and intamt of Section 704.3, as & applies 10 colocation of telccormmumications equipmarnt.

" Thania again for your time and interest.
Vexry truly yours,
Ron Marts
c  Stove Johnson BellSouth

Larry Langhara BollSouch
Gleo Neuburger Bollcore
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September 28, 1668

Mr. Ron Marta, AlA. CPM

Building Standards and Codes, Firesafety
Belicore

3C104

8 Corporats Ptace

Piscataway, NJ 08854

Dear Ron:

This is in response 10 your request for an interpretation of the tenant separetion
requirements of the 1897 Stanaard Bulding Code as they apply to co-locaton of
competitive local exchange carmiers (CLEC) in the network equipment buidings of
incumbent local exchange carriers (ILEC) such as Be#South. The tenant separstion
requirements are found in 704.3 of the code.

As you correctly note in your request, tenant saparation requirements do not appesr in the
.zrovmont of any of the other nationalty-recognized model buiding coces. The Standerd

Buikding Code provisions for tenant separston dmte back {o the first edition in 1648, and
are intended 10 protect the property of one occupant from harma ansing from the use or
occupancy of another portion of the same buliding occupied by sncther tsnant. Chief
among these harma i the threat of fire. The requiremet for 1-hour fire rosistance reted
separation seems to foliow from the assumption that tenants will usually be separasd by
partitona, loor/ceting assembiies, or by some equivelent condtruction as a matter of
security or privacy of simptly to control the smount of usabie space let to a tenant under
the terms of a given contract  Since these separations may obecure evidence of a
hazardous situation and limit the degres of control which may be exercised over such
hazards by other occupents or tenants, the code requires these separstions 1 provide 8
minimum deQres of fire resistance.

Of course, many contemporary co-iocation or cohabitation situations chalienge the
traditional noton that tenants will siready be from one another. Many
occupancies now let space within their buiidings (o other companies for purposes simier
10 or st leest compismentary 10 thelr own use of the premises. Exampies abound:
cosmetic counters, opiicians offices, photo procassons, and tast food franchise countsrs
in retsil stores are probably the most common exampies. The situation you describe with
regard to network squipment buildings doos not seem alogether aifferent from these new
armangements: The tenants share a comman occupancy clessification, perform
compiemantary activities, and provide common acceas to their respective portions of the
prermises. Perhaps most importantly though, the amangements you. describe, particuiarly
common equipmert requiremonts, escortad accass, largely open plan, and a high degres
aof visibiity arnong adjacent tanants, suggest that continuous surveiiance of the
equipmeni and premises la provided. This scoms 10 8NsurB that N0 WAt Is unwittingly
exposad to & threst introduced by another.

In smal network equipment buildings (those lees than 3,000 eq 1), the excaption to 704.3
wouia require no separation between adjacant tenants. in larger bulldings (those over
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o
3,000 sq ft), seperstion could only be required 10 Subdvide the buiiding Into srees kess than 3,000 saq t However, this
does not appeer Necessary, sincs the armangements you describe seem (o UMM Ma intent of e tenent separztion
provisions. -

This information s proviced 10 assist you in complying with the provisions of the Standerd Builsing Code. This
opinion has not been reviewed by the Interpretation Committss, and does not represent the official position of SBCC|
or the Southeastem Association of Fire Chiefs, Inc. in this matier. Pisass remember, the code official remains the

finai authortty for all decisions concaming the applicaton and interpretetion of these provisions.

Sincersy, . \ '
T wlk Q{'M*ﬂ{’—

S8CCI Fira Code Coordinator
Executive Director, Southesstern Assodation of Fire Chisls

mdc
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RECEIVED

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISBIOM -
Robert W. Quinn, Jr. OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY Suite 1000
Director - Federal Government Affairs 1120 20th St., NW
. Washington, DC 20036
202 457-3851
FAX 202 457-2545
May 21, 1999

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW, Room TWB-204
Washington, DC 20554

Re:  Notice of Ex Parte contact
Second Application of BellSouth Corporation, BellSouth Telecommunications,
Inc., and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA
Services in Louisiana, CC Docket No. 98-121

Dear Ms. Roman Salas:

The attached was provided to Michael Pryor and Jake Jennings of the Common
Carrier Bureau on May 7, 1999. Please include a copy in the record of the above-
referenced proceeding.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted to the Secretary of the FCC.

Sincerely,

Attachment
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RE@EIVED
YAY 21 1999

FeDERy,
ATER e s

Robert W. Quinn, Jr.
Director - Federal Government Affairs

May 7, 1999

Michael Pryor

Common Carrier Bureau

Rm. 5B145

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" St., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Jake Jennings

Common Carrier Bureau

Rm. 5C260

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" St., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Messrs. Pryor and Jennings:

Suite 1000

1120 20th St., NW
Washington, DC 20036
202 457-3851

FAX 202 457-2545

I thought you might be interested in seeing BellSouth’s reaction to the recent
collocation order issued by the Commission in the advanced services docket. Direct
testimony of Mr. W. Keith Milner was filed before the Florida Public Service
Commission, Docket Nos. 980946-TL, 980947-TL, 980948-TL, 981011-TL,

981012-TL and 981250-TL, on April 9, 1999.

Specifically, Milner states the following with respect to the FCC’s

collocation requirements:

1. FCC requirement to permit shared cage collocation: BellSouth complies
with the requirement for sharing of collocation between two or more carriers
where space is unavailable for physical collocation. The FCC Order would
_require sharing without the precondition of space exhaustion. BellSouth does not
state whether it would comply with this requirement. Milner, at 9.

FCC requirement to permit “cageless” collocation: BellSouth provides

“cageless” collocation according to its definition — physical collocation not
separated by walls from the physical collocation arrangements of other
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collocators, but separated by a wall from BellSouth’s equipment within the
BellSouth central office. Milner, at 8.

3. FCC requirement to permit physical collocation in adjacent CEVs and
similar structures when space is unavailable: BellSouth states, “The FCC’s
requirement for adjacent CEVs and similar structures is inconsistent with the
requirements of the Act that BellSouth provide collocation at its premises
because adjacent CEVs and similar structures are not BellSouth’s premise and
the equipment housed within the adjacent CEV or similar structure is not part of
BellSouth’s network facilities.” Milner, at 20.

4. FCC requirement to allow collocation of all types of equipment required for
interconnection or access to UNEs: BellSouth states, “Given that the FCC’s
Order in paragraph 30 does not require collocation of equipment used solely to
provide enhanced services, BellSouth believes that it is in compliance with the
FCC’s requirements.” Milner, at 21.

5. FCC requirement regarding tours of COs by parties who have been denied
physical collocation requests due to lack of space: BellSouth does permit
tours of central offices by parties who have been denied physical collocation
requests due to lack of space, and states that the March 31, 1999 FCC Order
would require that such tours be conducted within 10 days of a denial. BellSouth
does not state whether it will comply with such a requirement. Milner, at 21.

6. FCC requirement to provide lists of central offices where physical
collocation is not available: BellSouth states that it is currently unable to
maintain a list of COs where collocation is not available because it is unable to
determine where local officials will allow “cageless” collocation space.
BellSouth also states that on an ongoing basis, such lists would be difficult to
maintain, as space availability is constantly changing. BellSouth contends that
state and local building code ordinances have prevented it from honoring
physical collocation requests.

Milner, at 22.

7. FCC requirement to remove obsolete, unused equipment to accommodate
physical collocation requests: BellSouth states that it is compliant with this
requirement. It contends that the FCC’s use of the terms “obsolete” and “unused”
together imply that BellSouth is not obligated to replace older, functional
equipment with smaller equipment to allow for collocation space. Milner, at 22.

8.and 9.
FCC requirements to permit access to equipment without security escort
and to permit a collocator direct access to its equipment without
requirement of physical separation between collocator’s equipment and
equipment of other collocator’s and ILEC: BellSouth states that allowing
direct and unsupervised access to equipment by collocators puts BellSouth’s and




other providers’ networks at risk. While monitoring and access devices can be
installed, networks will remain unprotected in the interim. BellSouth states that
the FCC needs to further address security issues. Milner, at 25.

10. FCC requirement to permit collocator to place as little as one rack of
equipment in its collocation arrangement: It is unclear whether BellSouth
agrees to permit a new entrant to install as little as one rack in its collocation
space. BellSouth makes clear, however, that the only arrangement in which it
permits a CLEC to share a bay with BellSouth is in a virtual collocation
environment. Milner, at 24.

11. FCC requirement to permit any other collocation arrangement that has
been made available by another ILEC unless ILEC rebuts the arrangement
on grounds of technical feasibility: BellSouth states that it is “troubled by the

breadth of this presumption as well as the uncertainty inherent in such a
requirement.” Milner, at 23. '

Please call me with any questions.

Sincerely,

Robert W. Quinn, Jr.

ATTACHMENT

cc: Claudia Pabo




